
CWPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
ON ~ NOR~ST REGIONAL

POWR FACILIH EIS

2.1 Inhoduction

This part of the Find EK includes written comments received on the Draft EB, oral
comments made at the November 15,1995 pubfic meeting in Creston, and the lead agencies’
responses to those comments. This Chapter is org-ed into two parts: 1) general response;
and 2) written comments and specific responses. The general response addresses the issue
of the level of environment review conducted for the natid gas pipehe. In some cases,
responses to specific comments cross reference the general response.

2.2 General Response #l- Level of hdysis for tie Natid Gas Pipelhe

The Energy Fatity Site Evaluation CO~Cfl (E=EC) ad the Bo~e~e power
Administration @PA) in conjunction with the cooperating federd agenaes determined that
the dewed environmentanalysisofthenaturalgaspipe~ewasbeyondthescopeofthis
EIS, and that a focused environrnenti review of the potential environrnenti impacts of the
natural gas pip”etie wodd be completed by the Federd Energy Re@tory Commission
(FERC). As stated in Section 1.6 (Issues Beyond the Scope of the EIS) of the Find EIS,
“FERC is responsible for the review and approval of W interstate pipehes before
construction, which is accomplished by issuing a Certificate of Pubtic Convenience and
Necessity. men an application for the gas pipefie is submitted, FERC @ conduct a
NEPA review of its potential impacts. BPA plans to be a cooperating agency in FERCS gas
pipehe review and the environment impacts associated with the gas pipehe ~ be
considered by BPA before m~g a find decision on the project after FERCS analysis is
complete. EFSEC, however, @ have no further formal role in evaluating the gas pipefie
application.

Although not a formal part of the scope of this EB, information about the natural gas
pipe~e and its potential environment impacts has been included where av~ble. This
provides as complete a view as possible of the ~ range of actions associated tith the
development of the NRPF. The level of information avtiable is not as detded for the
pipehe as for the NRPF and ik an- fa~ties.”

The construction of the natural gas pipefie wotid Wely require one or more state and local
permits, which wodd require comptice with the State Environment Poticy Act (SEPA).
Therefore, a focused environrnenti review of the potenti environrnenti impacts of the

natural gas pipefie may *O be completed byasateor10C~agenq (e.g.,theDepa~ent
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of Ecology, Lincoh County, or Spoke County).

The information regarding the natural gas pipefie and its potenti environmental impacts
was drawn from the PGT pipefie routing study, some of which was included in as
Appendix B of the ~aft EB. To better understand the potenti environmental effects
which FERC WW have to address in their NEPA review please refer to Appendix A
(Potenti Environment hpacts and Previously Employed Mtigation Options for Natural
Gas Transmission Pipehes) of this Find EB. This additiond information more accuratdy
characterhes the general range of impacts assoaated with gas pipehe projects by drawing
on FERCS extensive experience in preparing and conducting numerous NEPA analyses for
natural gas pipehe projects in the West. We it does not mean that dl of the impacts
listed @ occur nor W of the mitigation is appropriate for this area, it does represent the
types of impacts Wely to be examined and mitigation FERC is ~ely to select from in
sitespecific gas piphe environment review.

In addition, FERCS staff have developed standard mitigation ph and procedures
erosion control/restoration and wefland/waterbody construction (see Appendix B of
Find EIS), which are routinely made a part of the certicate conditions for interstate gas
pipeties.

the

for
the

It shotid be noted that the gas pipetie W not be btit or sited ~ti a decision has been
made to proceed with the proposed NRPF, which may not be btit for up to ten years.
Therefore, preparing a dettied EB on the natural gas pipehe at this time would not be
feasible.

2.3 Written Cements and Responses

This section includes written comments and responses to those comments. Table 2-1 is an
index of the comments received.
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TABLE 2-1
Index to Cements on me No*west Retiond Power Fadi& Dr& EIS

L~ER

A
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v
w
x

co~s

FederalAgencies
RobertHstensen,USDI BureauofReclamation
CharlesPotityk,USDI OfficeofEnvironmentPolicyandCompliance
RichardParM, EPA Region10

StiteAgenaes
RobertG. Whitlarn,StateArchaeologist
TonyEldred,DeptofFishandWfldMe
MarvinViWe,DepartmentofEcology
ChrisRegan,WA StatePark andRecreationtimrnission
AttorneyGeneralofWashington

Pubfic
LarryGoodrow,Spotie Tribeofkdians
Mary andJohnMcCaughey(EFSEC)
Mary and John McGughey @PA)
BonnieJensen,Mayor
Darryl Peeplesand ~arles Lean
KVA Resourcesand GW EnergyCommentson the NRPF Draft EIS
KVA Resourcesand ~W EnergyEditorid Suggestionsfor the NRPF Draft EIS
Mr and Mrs Bl*e Angstrom
Mr. and Mrs. MarvinBean and Sons
Craig Brougher,Pangaeahtemationd
Ja& Tenter to Jason Zefler
Patti Lowe, ExecutiveDirector,GreenhouseAction
RachaelPaschal,Center for Environment Law and Poficy
Jerry Robmon
John @sady, PacificGas Transmission~mpany
Pubticmeetin~Creston,Washington,onNovember15,1995

Mr.Purvis
PeteBean
PeteGow
JoeBean
JimHM
CraigBrougher
Mrs.Bean
Mr.Purvis
MayorHayden
Mr.Purvis
JoeBean
JimHdl
Mr.Purvis
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